This study investigates the effect of reading product in L1 on EGP and ESP reading product and process. Thirty nine tertiary level students took part in this study. They were divided into two groups of high and low performers based on L1 reading test scores. Then they were given tests of reading in EGP and ESP, which were immediately followed by reading strategies questionnaire as well as an interview as retrospective measures of their reading behavior. Analysis of data evidenced that there was no significant difference between the two L1 reading ability groups in reading process in EGP and ESP as well as the reading product in ESP. But in EGP reading there was a significant difference in the reading product for high and low groups of L1 reading ability. Cook (2007) maintains the cognitive processing of information is slower and less efficient in a foreign language. As the L1 reading product is no good predictor for L2 reading success, it is recommended to get tertiary students more familiar with the L2 code so that they become independent in text processing of different general and specific genres.
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shown that knowledge of the structure and function of L1 is an advantage for readers in comprehending L2 (See Clarke, 1979; Ailing, 2006) . Clarke (1979) found that good Spanish readers performed better on English reading tasks than the poor ones in reading in English. In process-oriented studies, frequencies of corresponding L1 and L2 reading strategies are correlated. Contrary to findings in product-oriented studies, Zwaan & Brown (1996) and Yamashita (1999) found moderate to high correlations in the process of reading between languages. However, they have shown that readers with high L1 reading ability can transfer their L1 ability and facilitate their L2 reading comprehension at least to a certain extent.
In reading courses, it is a necessity to identify poor and effective readers' awareness and use of strategies for comprehending a text. In order to help readers with their reading tasks, it is of significance to find out what specific problems they might encounter during the process of reading (Lau, 2006) . Before taking the ESP course which is reading-based in the Iranian EFL context, Iranian ESP students have general and academic reading experiences in L1 (Persian), as well as the general English (EGP) reading experience at university. What is underresearched in the available literature is an attempt to study the effect of the product of reading in L1, as determined by reading comprehension test (Yamashita, 1999) on the process (as determined by reading strategies questionnaire in this study) and product of reading in EGP and ESP. The findings of this study are hoped to assist EFL learners/teachers to find out more about the contribution of L1 reading to L2 reading in texts of different general and specific genres. It is hoped that this study can add to the existing research about ideas provided above regarding LIT, Cook's cognitive processing view, and the effect of L1 schooling on L2 reading. Therefore, this study attempts to answer the following three questions.
1-Do students of high and low reading performance in L1 differ in EGP and ESP reading process as determined by reading strategy questionnaire?
2-Do students of high and low reading performance in L1 differ in EGP and ESP reading product as determined by reading comprehension tests?
3-What similarities and/or differences do students of high and low L1 reading performance perceive in the process and product of reading in EGP and ESP?
The first two questions are answered quantitatively and the third question is answered qualitatively.
Method Participants
Thirty nine tertiary level students who were predominantly freshmen and sophomores at the University of Mazandaran participated in this study. They were enrolled in the English for General Purposes (EGP) course, spring 2011. They were mainly majoring in accounting, mathematics and computer Engineering. They had already graduated from high school in MathPhysics. The participants were divided into two groups based on reading in L1 (Persian). In other words, a reading comprehension test in L1 was employed to classify the participants into Talibi   ۵٨ low and high reading ability groups. Those who scored below the mean score were considered low group and those who scored above the mean score were considered high group. Table 1 presents the number of subjects in each category. Before getting admitted to the University of Mazandaran, they had already passed Persian language and literature course, general English as well as science courses through L1 medium of Instruction at high school with the passing score of 10 out of 20. However, for an in-depth study of how the high and low performers perceive the similarities and differences in the process and product of reading in EGP and ESP reading tasks, a structured interview was conducted. Two students (one from the low group and another from the high group) out of the thirty-nine students who participated in the study and were volunteers to attend the qualitative phase of the study were randomly selected. What follows is a brief description of them:
Descriptive statistics
1-Student A from the low group:
This student was a male, second-year student of computer engineering taking the general English course with me at the University of Mazandaran. He had an experience of attending private institutes for learning conversational English and was interested to succeed in his academic life. However, to him learning English was a dream as he believed English language would create good options for future job opportunities. He claimed he would read 3 hours in Persian and 1 hour in English on average per day. Most of his readings in English were from on-line academic materials. To him reading skill was very necessary and at the same time very difficult.
2-Student B from the high group:
This student was a male, second-year student of accounting taking the general English course with me at the University of Mazandaran. He had no experience of learning English at private institutes but was interested to attend conversational English courses and succeed in his academic life. However, to him learning to read English texts fluently was a necessity. He claimed he would read approximately 5 hours in Persian and 3 hours in English on average per An Investigation into the Effect of L1 (Persian) Reading Product on the Product and Process of Reading in EGP and ESP
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day. Most of his readings in English were from on-line academic materials. To him the reading skill was very necessary and at the same time very enjoyable.
Instruments
The following instruments were employed in this study:
A: Reading strategies questionnaire
Questionnaires are the most popular tool to establish what the students are like at the start of their language course (Robinson, 1991) . In this study, the strategic approach was measured by means of a five-point Likert scale reading strategies questionnaire (Never/Seldom/ Sometimes/ Usually/ and Always true of me) offering an immediate retrospective picture of the reading behavior. The instrument was in participants' L1 (Persian) so that they felt more comfortable with the questionnaire while answering. The participants were informed of the purpose of the study and that there were no right or wrong answer for the items of the instrument. All the items of the questionnaire were adopted from some related questionnaires in research-validated studies (See Oxford, Cho, Leung, & Kim, 2004; Sheorey & Mokhtari, 2001; Taillefer & Pugh, 1998) . The questionnaire items would elicit the following information from the respondents: Talibi   ۶٠ for better understanding. (C); I take notes, highlight or underline the important points while I am reading the passage. (C); I scan (read quickly) for the answer to some questions and for details. The internal consistency reliability coefficient of the instrument at the piloting stage was calculated to be 0.83 as it was piloted against 15 students taking part in the study. To ensure of the content validity of the questionnaire, the instrument was finally shown to two experts in the field for getting their opinion about strategy items. They were also asked to give opinions on the clarity of the translation. Cognitive strategies are about knowing what strategies to use and how to use them; on the other hand, metacognitive strategies are about understanding the rationale for applying a particular strategy in a particular context, and evaluating its usefulness in terms of appropriacy and effectiveness for that context. There are two reasons why students were tested about their knowledge of cognitive and metacognitive strategies (see Fogarty, 1994) . First, through cognition, good readers construct their knowledge and through metacognition they identify when they no longer understand and what they can do about it. Therefore, constructing understanding requires both cognitive and metacognitive elements. Second, metacognitive strategies help students to successfully use and transfer these strategies cross-linguistically, and cross-curricularly (from one areas of knowledge to another, in this study from EGP to ESP)
as the ultimate goal of strategy instruction is transfer. Strategic reading can only become efficient when metacognitive strategies are actively used. (Auerbach & Paxton, 1997) .
B: Test of Reading Comprehension in Persian language
The reading comprehension test in Persian had two passages, each containing fifteen items (30 items in total) each carrying one point. The nature of the items for the two passages in terms of recognizing main ideas, vocabulary knowledge, and inferencing was the same. The two passages of the test were selected from the book 'Bahar va Adab-e-Farsi' (1971 to select suitable texts for the purpose of this study. In texts, the number of words was tried to be to some extent the same. In the piloting phase, in order to be sure of the clarity and appropriateness of the test, those items that were ambiguous or unclear to the students were revised or discarded.
d) Students' interest: the piloting phase showed that the texts were interesting to students.
e) Form of the test items: A multiple-choice format was used to construct the items. f) Time: The time allotted for the reading test in Persian was 30 minutes. This time limit was determined at the piloting stage. Too much time allowed changes rapid expeditious reading into slow careful reading. Therefore the time factor was carefully controlled.
C: Test of Reading Comprehension in English (for general purposes)
In developing the test of reading comprehension in English, five passages were selected from the reading section of books two and three of New Interchange series (Richards, 1997).
The number of words in the selected five passages ranged from 257 to 295 words. Six items were developed for each passage and in all there were thirty items for all the five passages.
Each item carried one point. The nature of the items in terms of recognizing main ideas, vocabulary knowledge, and inferring was the same for all the passages. These texts were selected for these reasons:a) having a general content; b) being of interest to students; c) having pictures and several paragraphs suitable for strategy instruction as specified in the strategy questionnaire; d) being nearly of the same length; and, e) being nearly of the same difficulty in terms of structure, unknown words and cognitive processing based on the researcher's experience. Readability of the reading text is an objective, but not necessarily very valid, measure of the difficulty of a text. Readability formulae look at texts only as products. As Rigg (1986, p. 75) puts it, "the basic assumption underlying any readability formula is that meaning is in the print, in the text. There is no recognition that meaning is created by each reader as the reader engages with the text." Even leaving aside issues of social context and individual motivation, and looking at texts as products, the criteria used by readability formulae are doubtful. Factors other than word and sentence length are not accounted for. For example, Talibi   ۶٢ reduced clauses, which tend to shorten sentences, can create greater difficulty for the reader than longer sentences which are easier to 'unpack'. Where this is not used, intuition may be relied on. If materials are perceived as boring or as too easy or too difficult, learners will be unmotivated to do the task (Scarcella & Oxford, 1990) . On the one hand, a text that is too easy to comprehend furnishes few opportunities for strategy use and in this case students will probably fail to grasp the value of strategy use. On the other hand, a text that is too difficult to understand may not be comprehensible even with the employment of a variety of strategies.
"Metacognitive capabilities become operative only in reading task perceived as hard but attainable. Tasks that offer minimal challenge will not be incentive enough for readers to make extra efforts to manipulate their cognitive resources" (Koda, 2005, p. 211) . The reliability of the test of reading in English was also taken care of at the piloting stage through the K-R21 formula which turned out to be 0.76. The time allowed was 30 minutes as determined at the piloting stage.
D: Test of Reading Comprehension in English (for specific purposes)
In developing the test of ESP reading comprehension in English two passages were selected. The first passage titled 'What is information processing?' from the reading section of
English for Students of Computer, by Haghani (2001) and the second passage titled 'The Need for Accounting' from English for the Students of Accounting by Aghvami (1996) . Each passage contained 10 items. The number of words in the selected two passages ranged from 610 to 560
words. These texts were selected for these reasons:a) having a specific content; b) being of interest to students; c) having pictures and several paragraphs suitable for strategy instruction as specified in the strategy questionnaire; d) being nearly of the same length; e) being related to students content schemata; and finally, e) being nearly of the same difficulty in terms of structure, unknown words and cognitive processing as it was approved by two experts in the field. The reliability of the test of reading in English was also taken care of at the piloting stage through the K-R21 formula which turned out to be 0.79. The time allowed was 30 minutes as determined at the piloting stage.
E: Retrospective structured interview
In addition to the above-mentioned instruments, a structured interview was designed as a qualitative description to find out if the process and product of reading of Iranian EFL learners in EGP and ESP reading tasks can be predicted by the product of reading in (L1) Persian.
Therefore, this study took both a qualitative and a quantitative approach to the analysis of data.
Data from interviews were recorded, transcribed and analyzed.
To ensure the validity of the collected data, an instrument must measure what it is supposed to measure. Therefore, a pilot interview was conducted so that guidelines for interview conduct could be clarified. For this purpose, two students from the original population
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who attended the quantitative phase of the study were asked to take part in the pilot interview and answer the interview questions. The interview questions were reworded when there were ambiguous or unclear words. Enough care was taken to make sure the questions are in keeping with the purpose of the interview. The students participating in the pilot study were excluded from the final interview as their experience of seeing the earlier interview questions might make them answer the real questions differently. In the piloting of the instrument, the following issues were born in mind: how long does it take to be completed? Are the questions clear and understandable? The pilot interview lasted for 10 to 15 minutes, and showed that the questions were capable of eliciting the necessary data on the thinking and practice of the interviewees, serving the validity of the instrument. The pilot study showed all of the questions were clear except one of the probes for question 1 which needed to be explained in different words and at some length to clarify exactly what was being asked.
Procedure
The study was conducted in two phases. In phase one, the students were homogenized based on their reading ability in L1. They were given L1 reading comprehension test from the very beginning of the course and during the regular class time. The students were divided into two groups (low and high) based on their scores below and above the mean. After a brief explanation of the purpose of the study, participants were given instructions on how to answer the reading strategies questionnaires which determine their reading process, and the reading test batteries which determine the product of their reading activity in EGP and ESP reading tasks. In fact, immediately after taking reading test in EGP and ESP, the participants were given the strategies questionnaire as a retrospective measure of their strategic reading. The students were also advised there was time limitation for the reading tests but not for the reading strategies questionnaire. There was a two-week interval for taking the EGP and ESP reading tests. The questionnaires were delivered in Persian as it was thought to yield a more accurate picture of their reading strategies awareness and use. However, if students needed explanations about some items in the questionnaire the researcher would explain the item to the whole class.
In phase two, the respondents took the retrospective interview. Dörnyei (2003) points out:
The problem with questionnaires from a qualitative perspective is that [...] they inherently involve a somewhat superficial and relatively brief engagement with the topic on the part of the respondent. Therefore, no matter how creatively we formulate the When asked about the process of reading EGP and ESP texts in the interview, the low level student mentioned he did not perceive any difference between the two as he had stress reading these texts. However, the way he treated the texts or the so-called strategic reading of texts of the two genres were the same. This student had a fear of difficult vocabularies and structural patterns both in EGP and ESP. It seems this student had negative attitudes toward reading itself. He also found strategies related to vocabulary and structure were more difficult to employ for better EGP reading comprehension as he was slow at using them and that he thought this problem transferred to ESP reading. When asked if it is good to have reading strategies in the EGP and ESP curriculum, he said yes but it was better to expand students' vocabulary and grammar knowledge for a better reading in general and specific reading tasks.
Like the low level student, the high level student, when asked about his strategic reading behavior or the process of reading in ESP and EGP believed he perceived the process of reading in EGP and ESP to be the same. To him as ESP texts are content familiar, they cause less stress in comprehension of ESP texts. Unlike the low level student, he has more problems in many of the metacognitive strategies, than the cognitive strategies. He thinks metacognitive strategies are very important to be included in the curriculum.
On the reading product in EGP and ESP, the low level student believed there was no difference in performing in them because low knowledge of vocabulary and grammar still bother him in his reading comprehension of EGP and ESP tests. He thinks he is better in ESP reading than in EGP reading because of the content knowledge he has in ESP reading tasks. He had a negative attitude toward reading in both.
Regarding the reading product, the high level student claimed to be good at both and enjoyed reading in both of them. He believed his awareness of reading strategies would help him to confront the difficulties in reading making him at ease with both EGP and ESP readings tasks. He had a positive attitude toward reading in both.
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Conclusion
In this study, triangulation was employed to complement the findings. 'Through triangulation the researcher obtains complementary quantitative and qualitative data on the same topic and brings together the different strong points of the two methods' (Maree, 2008) . (2003) define triangulation as the use of various data-gathering methods.
McEwan and McEwan
In this study, quantitative data were collected using a questionnaire survey and qualitative data were collected using the structured interview technique. Results of this study are classified and summarized as follows:
1-No significant difference found:
A) There was no significant difference between L1 reading product, as determined by reading comprehension test, and L2 reading process, as determined by reading strategies questionnaire. Actually, reported awareness and use of reading strategies in EGP and ESP is the same for both high and low groups of L1 reading product; B) There was no significant difference in ESP reading product as determined by ESP reading comprehension test between high and low groups of L1 reading product.
These two findings support Cook (2007)'s idea that the cognitive processing of information is slower and less efficient in a foreign language. This cognitive deficit which is not caused by lack of language ability but by difficulties with processing information in L2 hinders immediate retention of information. Therefore, level of success in L1 reading performance cannot be a good predictor of, a) strategic reading competence in EGP and ESP, and b) reading performance in ESP. These two findings run counter to studies that have shown knowledge of the structure and function of L1 is an advantage for readers in comprehending L2
(See Clarke, 1979; Ailing, 2006; Clarke, 1979) . In addition, studies show there are various factors effective for success in L2 reading beyond what was first claimed by Anderson (1984) as L1 reading ability and L2 linguistic proficiency. Some of these various factors are higher-level conceptual abilities, background knowledge, and process strategies (Coady, 1979) , linguistic variables, literacy variables, and knowledge variables (Bernhardt 1991) , the amount of schooling in L1 (Thomas & Collier, 1997) , L1 and L2 reading attitude (Yamashita, 2004) , and cognitive processing ability in L2 (Cook, 2007) . Therefore, we should consider the effects of these intervening variables on reading success in EGP and ESP.
2-Significant difference was found: In EGP reading performance there is a significant difference between high and low groups of L1 reading performance. This finding, which is paradoxical with finding B above, is in line with LIH which supports interdependency between L1 and L2. Therefore, the stronger the foundation in L1, the more students will advance in L2. Some studies have shown that knowledge of the structure and function of L1 is an advantage for readers in comprehending L2 (See Clarke, 1979; Ailing 2006) . Clarke (1979) found that good Spanish readers performed better on English reading tasks than the poor Talibi   ۶٨ ones in reading in English. Thomas & Collier (1997) confirmed that first language (L1)
schooling determines how long it may take to improve reading in L2.
It is implied from the findings of this study that, although other studies show correlations between L1 and L2 reading, a) success in L2 reading performance depends less on successful L1 reading performance; and b) awareness and use of reading strategies in EGP and ESP does not depend on successful L1 reading performance. It seems reading proficiency in L2 depends more on factors other than L1 reading performance. Therefore, reading teachers at tertiary levels should get students more in contact with L2 reading tasks so that the product of reading is as much valued as the process of reading in L2. This increased awareness of L2 code will help learners to benefit more from L1 reading ability in their L2 reading. Therefore, teachers in EGP and ESP courses are not on the safe side to predict students' success in L2 reading performance based on their L1 reading performance.
From the retrospective interview data, that shed light on the reading process and product of low and high L1 reading groups, it was found that both students from low and high groups were able to process the texts similarly. However, for the low group the same problems that exist in EGP can be observed in ESP reading, as in both EGP and ESP reading, vocabulary and grammar problems are challenging and difficult to solve. The low group student reported reading in ESP is easier for him because of his familiarity with the content of the text. This content familiarity is not much felt by him in EGP reading. The low group student drew on his background knowledge more in ESP reading than in GPE reading. He evaluated the ESP text to be much easier than the EGP text because of the background knowledge. Still, the high group student reported that he was good at both and enjoyed reading in both of them. He believed his awareness of reading strategies would help him to confront the difficulties in reading, making him feel at ease with both EGP and ESP readings tasks.
Awareness of one's comprehension process is a critical aspect of skilled reading.
Therefore, successful reading comprehension is "not simply a matter of knowing what strategy to use, but the reader must also know how to use it successfully" (Anderson, 1991, p. 19) . By considering the results of the present study, it can be concluded that the level of success in L1
reading product cannot give a clear-cut picture of the EGP and ESP reading process. It also fails to give a good picture of ESP reading product as the performance of the high and low groups of students in their L1 reading was not significantly different in ESP reading. This might be because of the academic knowledge that the students had in their ESP reading test.
Therefore, content knowledge can be a good equalizer between the two groups of L1 reading ability. However, this difference was significant in EGP reading. This might be because of the negative and positive attitudes that the low and high group students had toward reading, respectively. Therefore, predicting the EGP and ESP reading product and process based on just students' L1 reading product is not recommended as there might be other intervening and moderator variables such as the higher-level conceptual abilities, and process strategies An Investigation into the Effect of L1 (Persian) Reading Product on the Product and Process of Reading in EGP and ESP (Coady, 1979) , linguistic variables, literacy variables, and knowledge variables (Bernhardt, 1991) , the amount of schooling in L1 (Thomas & Collier, 1997) , L1 and L2 reading attitude (Yamashita, 2004) , and cognitive processing ability in L2 (Cook, 2007) that play important roles in this regard. This can be a good area for more in-depth research for predicting the variables affecting EGP and ESP reading process and product. As the L1 reading product is no good predictor for L2 reading success, it is also recommended to get tertiary students more familiar with the L2 code so that they become independent in text processing of different general and specific genres. 
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Interview protocol on reading process and product in EGP and ESP
Student 1
Interviewer: Hi, thank you for taking part in the interview. I would like to ask you about your reading activity in general and specific English texts. Please answer the questions of the interview. 
